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FACTS OF IDAHO CHARTER SCHOOLS

Charter school law passed in Idaho: 1998.

Number of charter schools: 8 in 1999-2000; 9 in 2000-01; 11 in 2001-02; 14 in
2002-03; and 16 in 2003-04.

Number of charter school students: 1,000 in 1999-2000; 1,067 in 2000-01,
1,476 in 2001-02; 3,100 in 2002-03; and 4,790 83204, which is about 2
percent of Idaho public school students (252,037).

L argest Idaho charter school: Idaho Virtual Academy (1,687 students in 2003-
04).

Smallest Idaho charter school: Blackfoot Community Charter School (60
students in 2003-04).

Most popular education programs offered in Idaho charter schools: Character
Education (85 percent) and Hands-on Experiencepéraent).

Average student-to-teacher ratio in non-virtual charter schools: 19-to-1;
district average is 17-to-1.

Per centage of charter school board memberswho are parentswith children
in charter schoolsin 2003-04: 49%.

Most important reasons for working at charter schoolsasreported by
teachers: high emphasis on academics and on educationalgrsgr

Most frequently cited reason for attending charter schools by students:
parents’ preference.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the past five years, the Northwest Regionaidatdonal Laboratory has collected a
significant amount of data from Idaho charter séddlorough self-reporting profiles,
surveys, and site visits as part of a contract Wi#tho Department of Education.
Analysis of the data provides a clear picture efstatus of Idaho charter schools and
their successes and challenges.

Focus Areas

The evaluation focused on three areasountability (Did the charter schools accom-
plish what they proposed in their charter missi@tesnents and goals®udent
performance (Did students meet the achievement levels propwstteir charter school
petitions?), andiniqueness (What makes a charter school in Idaho unique?).

Accountability

The number of charter schools in Idaho increasaa fight in 1999-2000 to 16 in 2003-
2004; during this time student enrollment increaseoh 935 to 4,796. Nineteen charter
petitions had been approved by 2003-2004, however never opened and two were
revoked. According to data reported by the 16 ajey charter schools in 2003-04,

89 percent of organizational goals set by the ensarh their petitions were met (50
percent) or exceeded (39 percent); 9 percent skthgeals were partially met; and only 2
percent were not yet addressed.

Student Performance

The 2003-2004 data (self-reported by the schoblsyvghat 83 percent of student
performance goals were met (68 percent) or exce@idedercent), and 17 percent of the
goals were partially met. All charter schools usedtiple tools to assess student
academic performance in compliance with state ass&® requirements.

Uniqueness

Idaho is one of several states that allow virteathing as an option for delivery of
instruction. In 2003-04, approximately 43 percenidaho’s 4,796 charter school
students were served by two virtual schools (lddintual Academy and Idaho Virtual
High School) online. Character education and hamdexperiences are part of the
curriculum for most charter schools in this study.

Idaho’s charter schools enjoy strong support froenlbcal communities they serve.
Parental involvement is common and, in fact, iseex@d as part of their charter schools’
operation, with some parents actually doing volontaaching. Teachers in charter
schools have a high level of commitment and fretjyenention joining charter school
faculties because of the ability to explore newcadional ideas. Students were positive



about their experience in charter schools citirtjvidual attention from their teachers
and timely feedback on their academic performance.

Challenges
As ldaho charter schools are on their way to migtuthey face a series of challenges:

e About 50 percent of charter schools in Idaho @erating in temporary facilities. It is
still an uphill struggle for these schools to fipekrmanent facilities. Some temporary
facilities are crowded and limiting to student l@ag activities.

e Some charter schools still have difficulty defipiwho they are and how they are
different from their district schools. There idldick of understanding in the com-
munity that charter schools are public schools.

e Even though charter schools were designed to temamnous in many respects, the
relationship with or the support they could getirtheir sponsoring school districts
could be crucial on a number of fronts, such asitfigdunch program, transportation,
and purchasing. More discussions are needed atevels regarding district roles
in supporting charter schools and the ways in whltdrter schools could involve
their district effectively in operating their schso

e A strong need exists for technical assistancéhfese charter schools in their leader-
ship and governance in handling such issues asetindgpersonnel policies, and
community relationships.

e Founding parents have been instrumental in setfintipeir charter schools. These
schools have thrived on their enthusiasm and dedicaAs children of these
founding parents leave charter schools, it wilbbghallenge to sustain that level of
enthusiasm and dedication, particularly when tleeesss of the school is dependent
upon them.



INTRODUCTION

This document is the report of an evaluation oflttao charter schools program con-
ducted by the Northwest Regional Educational Laiooya NWREL), under contract

with the Idaho Department of Education. It is thaf annual report in a five-year study
of the program. This report contains comprehenstymol profiles; case studies of the
three newest schools; and surveys administerezhtthers, students, and parents of each
charter school. The report also compares data aschapls, discusses technical
assistance needs, notes trends over time, and roakelsisions about the charter school
program.

Charter Schools in Idaho

Idaho passed a charter school law in 1998, becothm@1st state with such a law in the
country. The growth in the number of charter schdas been slow but steady since
then. Between July 1998 and the 2003-2004 schesni, L9 charter petitions had been
granted by local school boards. Of these, oneldpeenever opened the school and two
charters were revoked by the authorizing schoatidis.

This report includes the 16 that were operatingdiimeng 2003-2004 school year. Most
are very close to large population centers (seer€i). Idaho’s 16 charter schools cur-
rently serve 4,796 students, a more than 50 pemcergase from last year’s total student
enroliment of 3,100. Nationally, approximately 268@harter schools are in operation.
Table 1 summarizes starting year, grade level samdents enrolled in 2003-04.

! Annual Survey of America’s Charter Schools 2003420@nter for Education Reform (CER).



Figure 1. Location of Charter Schools Within Idaho
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Table 1. Starting Years, Grade Levels, and 2003-04 Student Enrollment of Idaho

Operating Charter Schools

Starting Grade Students
Name Year Level Enrolled
1. Anser Charter School, Boise 1999 K-6 144
2 Blackfoot Community Charter Schooal, 2000 K-5 60
Blackfoot
3. Coeur d’Alene Charter Academy, Coeur 1999 6-12 383
d’Alene
4. Hidden Springs Charter Schools, Boise 2001 K-9 372
5. ldaho Leadership Academy, Pingree 2002 9-12 120
(serving students in 12 districts in eastern
Idaho)
6. ldaho Virtual Academy, headquartered at 2002 K-12 1,687
Arco (serving students statewide)
7. ldaho Virtual High School headquartered at 2002 9-12 378
Mountain Home (serving students
statewide)
8. Liberty Charter School (formerly known as 1999 K-12 347
Nampa Charter School, Nampa)
9. Meridian Charter School, Meridian 1999 9-12 200
10. Meridian Medical Arts Charter School, 2003 9-10 135
Meridian
11. Moscow Charter School, Moscow 1998 K-6 110
12. North Star Charter School, Eagle 2003 K-8 263
13. Pocatello Community Charter School, 1999 K-8 182
Pocatello
14. Renaissance Charter School, Moscow 1999 K-12 94
15. Sandpoint Charter School, Sandpoint 2001 7-9 126
16. White Pine Charter School, Idaho Falls 2003 K-6 195




METHODOLOGY

Guiding Questions and Philosophy of the Evaluation

Sixteen charter schools in Idaho offer unique le@yopportunities and expanded
educational choices to 4,796 students. They afgo opportunities for educators to play
new roles and test new forms of school governahice.ultimate success of charter
schools in Idaho is, and will be, reflected in thability to make progress toward the
educational mission and goals by which they haveeato be held accountable, as well
as their impact on public education reform. Datidection and reporting is a critical step
in the successful demonstration of the accountgl@hd impact of charter schools in
ldaho.

NWREL used three questidn® guide the collection, analysis, and reportindata:

1. Did the charter schools accomplish what theppsed, based on their mission
and goals?

2. Did their students meet the achievement lev&pgsed in their charter school
applications?

3. What makes charter schools in Idaho unique?

The evaluation process is guided by the notionittetould be donwith rather thario

the stakeholders of a charter school. It must rieneeds of the various stakeholders of
each charter school, as well as those of the |@@partment of Education. For this
reason, administrators, teachers, parents, andrgittom each school have been
included in the process, and the staff memberseofdaho Department of Education
were involved in reviewing draft instruments thrbogt its course.

The process includes three principal data sounedszidual school profiles, surveys, and
site visits. In Year One of this study, profilesreereated for each of the original eight
charter schools based on a review of existing @duarter applications, grant applica-
tions, annual reports) and input from schools. Bysubsequent years, each school was
asked to update—or in the case of the newest sshomhplete—its profile. The com-
pleted school profiles are in appendix of this répo

Next, instruments were designed to complementxistieg data. Three separate surveys
(staff survey, parents survey, and student surwey® developed to address the
evaluation questions, one for each group of magkeholders: parents, students (fourth-

2 These questions came from the Massachusetts docao State Charter School Program evaluation
reports.



graders and above), and staff (teachers, admitusitaand any other staff coming into
frequent contact with students).

All three surveys assessed satisfaction with thealcand reasons for either attending,
having child(ren) attend, or working at the schddl.three surveys also listed a variety
of statements about the schools with which respatsdated their level of agreement.
The parent and the teacher/administrator survegsuned the perceived success of the
schools in addressing their mission and goals tlaadeacher/administrator survey also
assessed technical assistance needs. The surweysehzained very consistent from year
to year, with only minor modifications made to agkly issues that surfaced during the
course of the project.

In mid-March, parent surveys were sent to eachwvidnal school for distribution along
with instructions and self-addressed stamped epeslso that they could be returned
confidentially. Internet versions of the parentvayrwere also available for those with
access (specifically, those parents of virtual stistudents); virtual schools received
instructions and letters to e-mail to parents ablo@itsurvey location online. Student and
staff surveys were posted on the Internet; passswosde required for entry to the sur-
veys. A 100 percent participation rate was requefstan all three groups. Return rates
and responses are discussed in the survey settibis ceport. Survey cover letters
stated that surveys must be completed (and retufisedt by mail) by April 15, 2004.
Surveys not received by April 23, 2004, are noluded in the analysis.

Site visits were conducted at Meridian Medical ACtsarter School, North Star Charter
School, and White Pine Charter School. The othesch®ols had been visited in the last
three years (site visit results of all other schaok included in previous years’ reports).
The visits are included to add depth to the pictiréne charter schools in Idaho, and to
provide a better understanding of the process aoguat the school, the attainment of
proposed goals, and positive outcomes as wellesfgpchallenges experienced by the
school. The site visits reflected each school’sjuaiprogram and environment.

Characteristics of Idaho Charter Schools

The individual school profiles include data sepagldahto five categories: General
Descriptions of the school and its students, Edoicat Program and Assessment, Per-
formance Goals, Governance, and Financial Dataahdr Outcomes. General charac-
teristics of the schools, based on the profile ,data summarized below. Data for each
school is in the appendix. Most of the schools mted complete and updated profiles.
Unfortunately, it is difficult to compare Idaho ctexs to charters on a national level
because of a lack of consistent national data.



Enrollment

Charter school student enroliment in Idaho haseased from 935 in 1999-2000 to 4,796
in 2003-04, a five-fold increase over the past fiears. The students enrolled in the 16
currently operational charter schools are approteiy® percent of Idaho’s public

school students The schools report that the number of studentsaiting lists is about

81 percent of the total number already enrolledhtiuld be noted that charter schools
differ from other public schools in that they cat saps on enroliment. About 6 percent
of students left their charter school in the midafi¢ghe school year for various reasons.
The percent of children of organizers dropped f@percent in 1999-2000 to 2.6 percent
in 03-04. Table 2 displays these figures by school.

Table 2. Enrollment, Students L eaving Mid-year and Number of Studentson

Waiting Lists
Students Number on
School Enrollment Leaving Waiting List

Anser 144 2 405
Blackfoot 60 3 60
Coeur d’Alene 383 85 71
Hidden Springs 372 14 495
Idaho Leadership Academy 120 43 57
Idaho Virtual Academy 1,687 39 327
Idaho Virtual High School 378 190 0
Liberty 347 6 1500
Meridian (Technical) 200 13 60
Meridian Medical 135 20 27
Moscow 110 4 10
North Star 263 0 400
Pocatello 182 12 250
Renaissance 94 Not Available Not Available
Sandpoint 126 9 0
White Pine 195 Not Available Not Available
Total 4,796 440 3,662

Student Characteristics

Charter schools in Idaho generally have a smatigpgrtion of minority students in com-
parison with their sponsoring districts. Some arasthools are more obvious in this
regard than others. For example, Blackfoot haset®gmt of minority students while its

% Total state enrollment in Idaho’s public school®003—-2004 was 252,037.



sponsoring school district has about 33 percersinfilar pattern can be found with
Idaho Leadership Academy and other schools as siroWwable 3. However, other
charter schools have a significant amount of mtg@tudents versus their district’s
population when viewed in the context of Idaho’s@l population.

Table 4 shows that charter schools also includeiapeategories of students such as
students with free or reduced lunch, special edmeagjifted and talented, and limited
English proficient (LEP), and Title | students.

Table 3. Student Ethnicity by Charter Schoolsand Their Sponsoring Districts and
Student Ethnicity in Idaho

Percent of Ethnicity

Asian/ Multi-Racial
Schools and Their Native Pacific (M)/Decline
Sponsoring Districts White Black Hispanic American Islander to state (D)
Blackfoot Charter 90.00 0.00 5.00 2.00 3.00
Blackfoot District 66.29 0.39 18.23 13.57 1.52
Anser Charter 93.60 0.00 1.50 1.50 3.40
Hidden Springs Charter 91.06 0.54 1.62 1.08 0.54
North Star Charter 95.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 4.00
Boise Independent District 87.37 1.95 7.00 0.62 3.06
Coeur d’Alene Charter 96.00 0.50 0.80 0.20 0.80
Coeur d’Alene District 95.29 0.61 2.36 0.64 1.10
White Pine Charter Not Available
Idaho Falls District 0.97 12.09 0.92 1.54
Meridian (Technical) Charter 97.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Meridian Medical Charter 93.50 0.50 2.60 0.00 3.40
Meridian Joint District 91.96 1.38 3.38 0.81 2.47
Moscow Charter 95.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01
Renaissance Charter Not Available
Moscow District 90.66 2.00 2.40 1.06 3.88
Liberty Charter 90.00 0.00 7.00 1.00 2.00
Nampa District 72.73 0.72 24.80 0.48 1.27
Pocatello Charter 94.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 (M)
Pocatello District 85.07 1.30 6.55 5.35 1.73
Sandpoint Charter 98.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Pend Oreille District 96.17 0.52 1.45 .73 1.13
Idaho Leadership Academy 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Snake River District 80.32 0.34 17.63 1.27 0.44
Idaho Virtual Academy 83.00 0.40 1.40 0.80 0.70 3.50 (M); 10.02 (D)
Butte County District 93.00 1.00 4.00 0.00 1.00
Idaho Virtual High School 88.00 1.00 7.00 0.00 2.00 2.00 (M)
Mountain Home District 80.00 4.00 12.00 0.00 3.00
STATE OF IDAHO 85.89 0.80 10.85 1.22 1.24

SOURCE: Charter schools reported their own students’ demographic information. District data were
received from the Idaho Department of Education’s statistics pages.



Table 4. Student Demographics by Charter Schools
(in Percent of Total School Enrollment)

Limited
Free/Reduced- Special Gifted English
Price Lunch Education &Talented Proficient  Title |

1. Anser Charter School 0 13 10 1.4 0
2. Blackfoot Community

Center School 65 20 0 0 0
3. Coeur d’ Alene Charter

Academy 0 <1 0 0 0
4. Hidden Springs Charter

School 0 3.8 0 1.63 0
5. ldaho Leadership Academy 48 4 8 0 0
6. Idaho Virtual Academy 34 .06 .06 0 .34
7. ldaho Virtual High School Unknown
8. Liberty Charter School 24.4 7 4 0 0
9. Meridian Charter School 6 1 20 0 0
10. Meridian Medical Arts

Charter School 13.9 9.6 0 0 0
11. Moscow Charter School 28 .45 .018 0 .09
12. North Star Public Charter

School 0 3 0 0 0
13. Pocatello Community

Charter School 34 17 4 0 0
14. Renaissance Charter

School Not Available
15. Sandpoint Charter School 0 20 0 <1 0
16. White Pine Charter School Not Available

SOURCE: Charter schools reported their own students’ demographic information.



EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

Data reported from 13 Idaho charter schools inde#tat most of them were using
multiple educational programs. Eighty-five percehthese schools offered character
education, and over half of these schools provitauls-on experiences (77 percent),
thematic/interdisciplinary instruction (69 percers@rvice learning (62 percent), and
foreign language at all grade levels (54 percérghle 5 summarizes the different educa-
tional approaches reported by Idaho charter scho@603-04.

Table5. Educational Programs Used

>
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Character +
Instruction 85 Y Y Y| Y |Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
E.D. Hirsch’s Core
Knowledge 07 Y
Foreign Language
At All Grades o4 v v Y Y Y Y Y
Hands-On 77 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Individualized
- 38 Y | Y N Y Y N Y N
Educzign Plans o o o
xpeditionary
Learning 15 Y T Y T T
Outward Bound
R R R
Multiage/Grade 46 Y Y Y Y E Y Y E E
Multiple P P P
Intelligences 46 Y Y Y (0] Y Y Y (0] (0]
Service Learning 62 Y Y | Y Ry Y y|y |R|y|R
T T T
Technology as
Major Focus 38 Y E Y Y Y Y E E
Themanc/lnterdlsm 69 v v | v vivlvyly v v
plinary
Project Based 23 Y Y Y
Block Scheduling 46 Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year-Round 15 Y Y
Extended Year/Day 23 Y Y Y

*Percent of the 13 schools that reported the data. Idaho Virtual High School, Renaissance Charter School,
White Pine Charter.

'Y = Yes. **Did not report data.




Table 6. Assessment Tools Used in |daho Charter School
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Idaho Reading 8 . . . . I
Indicator*
Direct Mathematics N N
A * 11 L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L]
ssessment
Nat'| Assessment of 1 LT T
Education Progress
Idaho Standards Ach. 14 . O . . . J R U U R I .
Test* (ISAT) R R
ACT/COMPASS/PLAN | 3 el E E
District/School Criterion > . . P P
Refd (@] (0]
Other norm referenced 4 e [ e [ e | e R R
Portfolios 9 ° . . . . . . . T . T
Individualized S A . . . I ETL|E
Education Plans D D
School Developed
9 L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L]
Assessments

*Currently required by the state for various grade levels.

Direct Writing Assessment data was not provided by the NWREL

Student Services

Student services include counseling, after-schomgnams, special education, lunch
programs, and transportation. Table 7 summarizesusastudent services provided by
each of the charter schools (indicated by a blatk @ll charter schools provided
services to special education students. Nine afchéols reported here provided such
services on their own and the rest of the schadlsal either through district or other
service providers. Ten of 14 schools had after-schmgrams on their own. Most
charter schools served students lunch at theiraddi@s.
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Table 7. Student Services Provided by Charter Schools

Special After
Counseling Ed School Lunch | Transportation

Anser Charter School . . . .

Blackfoot Community Center

School . . . . .
3. Coeur d’ Alene Charter

Academy . . .
4. Hidden Springs Charter School . . .
5. ldaho Leadership Academy . . . .
6. Idaho Virtual Academy . NA NA NA
7. ldaho Virtual High School . NA NA NA
8. Liberty Charter School . . . . .
9. Meridian Charter School . . . . .
10. Meridian Medical Arts Charter

School . . . . .
11. Moscow Charter School . . . . .
12. North Star Public Charter

School . .
13. Pocatello Community Charter

School . . . .
14. Renaissance Charter School Data Not Available
15. Sandpoint Charter School . | . ‘ . ‘ . |
16. White Pine Charter School Data Not Available

Facility

Charter schools are housed in a variety of buikliidne facilities range from new build-
ings designed specifically for the school to tenappteased space in retail locations. Of
the 11 non-virtual schools reporting on this intiicasix had permanent facilities and all
11 were handicap-accessible. Building sizes forvidnal charter schools range from
4,400 to 37,000 square feet, and average 18,8%8efret. Space ranges from 42 to 229
square feet per student and averages 103 squamefestudent. Table 8 shows national
and Idaho charter school averages and rangesibifyfaquare footage per studénthe
average square footage per student in charter kcisometween 9 and 58 square feet less
than that of other schools nationally, depending@te level. Idaho does not place
square footage requirements on any of its schdbis.two virtual schools each have
office space, and one has a testing center; tleb®®Is are not included in the charter
school average.

* Because the charter school grade configuratiomstifollow the traditional “elementary, middle,dan
high school” separations, their figures are nokbroout as they are in the national figures.

11



Table 8. Average Facility Square Footage per Student

Average Range
Elementary School Buildings
National Average 112 77-147
Middle School Buildings
National Average 154 114-212
High School Buildings
National Average 161 123 -211
Idaho Charter Schools
Charter School Average 103 42-229

SOURCE FOR NATIONAL AVERAGES: The Council of Educational Facility Planners

Calendar and Scheduling

The charter schools serve students an averagedaddys per year; the number of days
ranges from 152 to 190. Four of the 12 reportingrier schools follow their district’s
calendars. Fifteen percent of the schools haverngesrd scheduling, and 23 percent have
an extended day.

School Goals

Schools report that they are meeting the majoffitheir goals. Of the 121 goals that the
schools have collectively, nearly two-thirds (78) eelated to student performance. Most
of the student performance goals are reportediag beet (68 percent) or exceeded

(15 percent). All Idaho charter schools used midtipols to assess their student
academic performance and are part of Idaho statemgdessment: Idaho Reading
Indicator, Direct Mathematics Assessment, and Idstamdards Achievement Test.
Charter schools also used portfolios, individuaizeucation/learning plans, and school
developed tools to assess their student perform&peeific student academic
performance data can be found in profiles of chatbools included in the appendix.)

Of the 46 goals related to school performance,Iyadrare reported as being met

(50 percent) or exceeded (39 percent). Ten sclppolsded evidence to support their
levels of accomplishment. See individual schoofif@®e for each school’s goals, methods
used to reach the goals, levels, and evidenceaoihaglishment. Two of the charter
schools have modified their goals from their orgiocharter; in both cases, the changes
were made in order to align the goals to statedsiials.
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Figure 2. Charter Schools’ Level of Accomplishment on Student
Performance Goals
(Self-Reported)

Partially met .
17% Exceeding

15%

Met

Not yet addressed 68%
0%

Figure 3. Charter Schools’ Level of Accomplishment on Organizational
Goals
(Self-Reported)

Partially met Not ad(:ressed |
9% 2% Exceeding
39%

50%
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Amendments and Waivers

Several schools have taken advantage of their aotpas charters. Ten schools have
made amendments to their charters. Examples raogeminor changes to reflect curric-
ulum changes to adding additional grade levelsexpénding enroliment boundaries.
Two schools have requested waivers; both of thelseads had also made amendments to
their charters. The waivers included applicationdansultant specialist status and the
reading endorsement requirement.

Four schools have taken advantage of exemptiobsard rule (those which are not in
Code), such as adding flexibility to the salaryesiie and the implementation of addi-
tional educational standards.

Staff Characteristics

Six schools have more than one administrator, andgchools have an administrator
teaching in the classroom. The schools employa 66218 teachers, 161 of whom are
full-time employees. Teachers have an averagegbt gears of experience, and

30 percent have advanced (graduate) degrees. Fightgnt of teachers are certified
instructors, and 10 percent are consultant spstsalrive percent are teaching outside of
the area in which they are certified. All but twictlee reporting schools have special
education instructors.

Only two of the schools say they have had diffiguéicruiting teachers citing remote
locations as the reason. A total of 11 staff haseadted the charter schools this year;
reasons include termination, moving out of the arei@rning to school, retirement, and
death.

Governance and Policies

Charter school boards tend to be comprised prignafitommunity members and par-
ents. A total of 85 individuals participate on Idatharter school boards. As Figure 5
illustrates, 49 percent of all board members arenga, and 44 percent are community
members. Four schools have teachers on their hoahitsh comprise 5 percent of all
members. Only one school has students on its badaidh comprise 2 percent of all
board members. Four of the schools have board nrsmit® are related to school per-
sonnel.

Only a few schools have adopted district policrasst have created their own policies
for things such as admission, attendance, disepénd grading. Table 9 shows the
number of schools adopting policies from their swring districts.
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Figure 4. Average Representation on Charter School Boards

Community
Members

14% Parents

49%

Students
2%

Staff
5%

Table9. Number of Schools That Adopted Policies from
Their Sponsoring District

Policy Area Number of Schools Adopting
Admissions 2
Attendance 2
Discipline 1
Grading 0

Operating Budgets and Funding

Operating Budgets

Operating budgets of charter schools range widatlyaae mainly proportional to enroll-
ment. Budgets for the 2003-2004 school year rarfiged $447,365 to $8,500,000, and
averaged $1,707,635. Salaries comprise, on aves@gegrcent of charter school
budgets, with a range of 19 to 80 percent. Figusadb Table 10 illustrate annual
operating budgets and enroliment for each chactevd.
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Figure 5. Annual Operating Budgets and Enrollment
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Table 10. Annual Budgets of Charter Schoolsvs. Enrollment

Annual Budget ($) Enrollment

IVA 8,500,000 1,686
Liberty 2,180,000 368
Idaho Leadership 2,052,639 120
Coeur d’Alene 1,946,000 350
Meridian Technical 1,641,576 115
Hidden 1,189,044 371
Pocatello 1,062,767 182
North Star 1,036,658 265
ANSER 977,494 144
Meridian Medical 894,023 171
Sandpoint 890,000 126
IVHS 629,938 378
Moscow 459,382 110
Blackfoot 447,365 60
Renaissance Not reported

White Pine Not reported
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Funding

Idaho’s charter schools receive funding througtessstreams, the main two being state
and district monies. A total of $22,210,545 wasieed during the 2003-2004 school
year; this accounted for 92 percent of charter ifugndFunding included state enhance-
ment money for programs such as technology, readiftgd and talented, and limited
English proficient. Lottery money was also receivieldho charter schools also receive
money from additional sources, including grantsksas Comprehensive School
Reform) and donations. Figure 7 illustrates thesesmiand amounts of funding received
during 2003-2004.

Figure 6. Types and Sources of Funding Received by  Schools

Donations, $333,719,
1%
Non-CSR Grants, Other, $303,494, 1%
$1,505,220, 6%

CSR Grants, $18,800, State/District,
<1% $22,210,545, 92%

Local Tax Rev, $40,000,
<1%

School-Family-Community Partnerships

Parent Involvement

Parents are involved with charter schools in aefgof ways. Figure 8 shows the number
of schools that have parents involved in parentfteaorganizations or advisory com-
mittees (where all but two reporting schools ineoparents), board membership, helping
in class, tutoring, taking work home, and instroicél design.
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Figure 7. Parent Involvement in Schools

14—
Number of Schools with Such Parent Involvement

PTO/Advisory Helping in class Tutoring Taking work home Instructional design

Business Partnerships

Out of 14 school profiles available for 2003-04wés found that five schools have
business partnerships and one school is develawiagin 2002-2003 (Year 4 of the
evaluation), 10 schools reported they had busipagserships. The business partnership
took place in various forms, which include diregtoionations, providing internship
opportunities, and directly participating in thauedtional activities of these schools. At
Anser Charter School, 40 agencies were involvatieir community-based curriculum
and approximately five to 10 community members fibr@asure Valley participated in
classroom activities such as being a visiting feplible. Students from Meridian Charter
High School served 280 hours internship with ldnainesses in their areas of technical
expertise. A total of 44 businesses in the commurosted their senior interns.
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Recruitment and Marketing

The majority of schools market themselves througlwspapers and three use radio as a
means of advertisement. Only one school uses Spkmguage media. Other means of
marketing include word of mouth, web sites, cottageetings, referrals, high school
counselors, and the Chamber of Commerce.
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CHARTER SCHOOL SURVEYS

Three different surveys were administered to chabool stakeholders in spring 2004:
parents, students, and staff, to obtain each gsqugrceptions and opinions about their
schools. Schools were asked to administer the gsiteeall staff members who had regu-
lar contact with students and all students in tiegade and above. Student and staff
surveys were completed online. Parents were givemoption of completing either an on-
line or hardcopy survey.

Table 11 summarizes the number of surveys retusanddhe response rate for each of
the surveys from each charter school. Fifty-onegmr(or 1,449 students) of 2,842
fourth graders or above responded; 63 percent3@seaff members) of 381 staff
members responded, 239 completed the survey; apdrg8nt (or 986 parents) of 2,494
families responded.

Table 11. Number of Survey Administered and Return Rate From Each of Charter

Schools
School Students Parents Staff
Return Return Return
Number  Rate (%) Number Rate (%) Number Rate (%)

Anser 68 100 57 67 18 78
Blackfoot 21 100 18 50 7 58
Coeur d’Alene 266 74 136 49 25 74
Hidden Springs 60 37 96 44 11 37
Idaho Leadership Academy 93 69 38 34 13 62
Idaho Virtual Academy 65 8 197 36 34 60
Virtual High School 0 0 0 0 0 0
Liberty 158 61 75 36 17 38
Meridian 159 94 67 39 17 81
Medical 112 97 44 39 11 92
Moscow 33 89 16 16 16 89
North Star 147 97 74 54 25 81
Pocatello 74 74 47 39 11 48
Renaissance 30 97 22 44 8 80
Sandpoint 97 76 48 39 14 93
White Pine 66 97 51 40 12 100
Total and Average Return Rate 1,449 51 986 38 239 6 3
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Survey Findings

The following table summarizes the overall respendestakeholders byschool. It should
be noted that not all respondents answered altigmsson their surveys; thus, when
percentages are shown, they are given as percertagese responding to a particular
guestion, not of the total number of surveys retdrn

Table 12. Per cent of Respondents by School

School Students Parents Staff
Percent of total | Percent of total | Percent of total
(n = 1449) (n =986) (n =239)

Anser 5 6 8
Blackfoot 1 2 3
Coeur d’Alene 18 14 10
Hidden Springs 4 10 5
Idaho Leadership Academy 6 4

Idaho Virtual Academy 4 20 14
Virtual High School 0 0 0
Liberty 11 8 7
Meridian 11 7 7
Medical 4 5
Moscow 2 2 7
North Star 10 8 10
Pocatello 5 5
Renaissance 2 2 3
Sandpoint 7 5 6
White Pine 5 5 5
Total 100 100 100

Staff Survey

Most of the 239 respondents are teachers (70 pgrédenadditional 13 percent have
teaching roles as instructors, teaching assistanttudent teachers. Approximately 7
percent (16 respondents) are administrators, with fespondents being both an adminis-
trator and a teacher. Forty-one percent of theoredgnts (97) are founders or original
staff members of the school.

The staff respondents reported having taught inraker of different types of schools
with an average of 9.5 years of school-related vexerience (median years of
experience = 7). Seventy percent of the respondheatsvorked in public schools for an
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average of 8.4 years. Nearly one-fourth of theaadpnts had previously worked in a
private or parochial school for an average of 28rg. The respondents have been at the
current charter school for an average of 2.5 years.

Two-thirds of the respondents are certified to beiacthe state. About 12 percent are
teaching in areas outside of their endorsements.

Ninety percent of the staff reported that theirexignce at the school was meeting their
initial expectations. Eighty percent of them repdrthat charter schools did a good job in
serving students with special needs.

Reasons for Working at the Charter School

Staff were asked to rate the importance of seacabrs in their decision to seek or
retain employment at their charter school. Figuiéu8trates these responses, with
reasons ranked in order of importance. The resgoargeshown as averages, where a
response of 1 = “not important,” 2 = “somewhat impaot,” and 3 = “very important.”
The top reasons for working at the charter schoalve the curriculum and professional
opportunities. Approximately 80-83 percent of teepgondents rated the academics and
the educational program as being “very importantthieir decision (average ratings 2.8
of 3.0.) The least important reasons includedditfy in finding other positions (1.4),
convenient location (1.9), and salary (1.9).
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Figure 8. Reasons for Working at the Charter School

(7]

High emphasis on academig
Educational prograr; ‘ 12.8
Safety/climate at schoc; ‘ 2.6

To work with like minded educato; ‘ |12.6
Parents are committeﬁ ‘ 12.6

To be involved in an education reform eff(;rt ‘ 12.6
Opportunities presented by school Ieadi rs ‘ ]2.5

Class size; ‘ 12.3

Size of schoo[ ‘ 12.3

Salary ]1.9

|]2.8

Convenient location ] 1.9

Difficult to find other positions ] 1.4

1 2 3 4
Average responses where 1=Not Important, 2=Somimtatrtant, and 3=Very Important

Aspects of Job and School Environment

Staff were asked to rate their satisfaction withouss aspects of their job and the school
environment on a 4-point scale where 1 = “veryatisfied” and 4 = “very satisfied.”
Figure 9 shows average responses relating to \&aspects of their job and school en-
vironment. Staff members expressed a strong comenitto the school mission; nearly
all were satisfied (32 percent) or very satisfiéd percent) with their school mission.
Similarly rated are staff collegiality, adminisikeg leadership, the overall school
environment, and the students’ academic performake@reviously noted, the staff
indicated that academic issues and working wite-fiinded educators were of primary
importance in selecting a position and, in tureythate their charter school favorably in
these areas.
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Figure 9. Staff Satisfaction with Aspects of Their Job and School
Environment
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Staff Ratings of School OQutcomes

Staff members were asked to rate their agreemeéhtasmumber of statements about their
school. For analysis purposes, these statemengg@urped into the following categories:
staff accountability, teacher autonomy, staff ooitlostudent needs, and parent/commun-
ity support. The average responses are presenfegires 10 to 12 below using a 4-point
scale where 1 = “strongly disagree” and 4 = “stigragree.”

As presented in Figure 10, staff members feel g&ongly that the school should be held
accountable to performance goals (average rati)g Burthermore, staff believe that
they were held accountable and challenged to leetafé.
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Figure 10. Staff Accountability

Important to hold school accountable to gogls. ‘ ‘ | 3.6
Teachers are challenged to be effectiye. ‘ ‘ |3.5
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The staff gave fairly high ratings to the schoothie area of teacher autonomy. As
depicted in Figure 11, average ratings in this aaege from 3.3 to 3.5. (The two areas of
markedly lower average ratings are for negativéisaped autonomous issues.) Teachers
again affirm their commitment to the school’s migsiAlmost all agreed or strongly
agreed (96 percent) that they had autonomy inldssimom. To a slightly less extent,
staff agreed or strongly agreed that they wereliregbin the decision-making or were
able to influence the direction of the school. Halforted that they had many non-
instructional duties and approximately one-fourttthe teachers were feeling insecure
about their future.

Figure 11. Teacher Autonomy

There is commitment to the mission of the schgol: ] 3.5

Teachers are autonomous / creative in clasges: ]3.5

Staff are involved in decision making. ] 3.3

Teachers are able to influence school directipn: ]3.3

Teachers have many non-instructional dutigs: ] 2.5

Teachers are insecure about their future at schoo!. 2.1

average responses

Staff members rated their schools very positivelgeéneral. They agreed that their
schools had high standards, a bright future, amditgunstruction. As Figure 12 depicts,
average ratings range from 3.4 to 3.7 for theseetigsues. Furthermore, 71 to 73 percent
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of the staff members gave the highest rating af 4 d-point scale regarding the school’s
standards and their overall outlook for the sch@wker half of the staff (57 percent)
expressed concern over the level of the schoalanitial resources.

Figure 12. Staff Outlook on Global School Issues

The school has high standards / expectatigns. ‘ ‘ |3.7
I think this school has a bright futur;h ‘ ‘ |3.6
| am satisfied with the educational prograin. ‘ ‘ | 3.4
The school has sufficient financial resourcias. ‘ | 2.3
Staff disenchanted with what can be accomplisr;E 1.7
1 2 3 4

average responses

Parent/Community Support

The staff/parent relationship was perceived byf stalbe strong. The average ratings on
this relationship are presented in Figure 13. Nedtlstaff members agreed to some
extent that parents are involved in instruction aativities (53 percent “strongly agree”).
Slightly fewer staff members agreed that parent lifluence in instruction activities
(37 percent “strongly agreed”). They gave highnggito the communication between
staff and parents (average rating 3.4.) Notabaff giave a moderately high rating to the
school/community relationship (average rating 3.2.)

Figure 13. Parent/Community Support

Parent/Community Support

\
Parents are involved in instruction and activities. | 35
Ggood communication between the school & | 3.4
parents. '
Parents can influence instruction and activities. | 3.3
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Rating the School on Meeting Student Needs

Staff rated their schools positively on meetinglstut needs. As Figure 14 depicts, their
rating on most student need issues ranged froto3%. They reported that their
schools provide a safe environment (3.7), quatisgruction (3.6) and a community
atmosphere (3.5). Most (94 percent) viewed thdipets as being unique and meeting
student needs that are not addressed at otherlscAawotably lower rating was on the
availability of support services (2.7). Only 11 gamt viewed discipline in the classroom
a problem and 7 percent considered the classégiinsichools too large.

Figure 14. Student Needs

Students feel safe at this schogl: | | 3.7
The quality of instruction is highﬁ ] 3.6
This school reflects a community atmosphére. ‘ | 3.5
School meets needs not addressed elsevv; ere. ‘ ] 3.5
The students come from diverse backgrouaa& ‘ ] 2.9
Support services are available to studei ts. ‘ | 2.7
Lack of discipline hinders ability to teach /Iea;E 1.7
Classes are too large to meet the individual neie S. 1.6
T
1 2 3 4
aver age r esponses

Staff Development Opportunities

Table 13 presents the percent of respondents wie graticipated in a given training/
class in the last year. Approximately one-thirdt®-half of staff members participated
in every type of professional training opporturisged.

Table 13. Professional Development Opportunities
Availablein theLast Year

Professional Development Opportunities Percent

on-site training 60
collaboration to increase student performance 54
state/national workshops 44
coursework 36
district in-service 35
other opportunities 11
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Technical Assistance Needs

Staff members were asked to indicate the areaschhtcal assistance needed at the
school. Figure 15 lists the percent of respondéasincluded a given need. Ten percent
or fewer indicated that technical assistance wasle@ in half of the areas listed. The
highest need cited, by approximately 33 perceth®fespondents, was in the area of
improving facilities, followed by school financirfg@1 percent).

Figure 15. Technical Assistance Needs
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Staff Evaluation

Staff report being professionally evaluated in Betg of ways: The majority of respon-
dents were evaluated through regular observatidmpébcent) and an annual formal
review (50 percent). A parent survey serves asra & evaluation for one third of staff
and a peer review process was used by 20 percém otspondents. Only 4 percent of
staff and teachers report they were never evaluated

Greatest Strengths and Challenges

When asked about the greatest strengths and chefiei their charter schools, the fol-
lowing were cited most frequently:
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Greatest Strengths Greatest Challenges

» Commitment » Temporary facilities

» Collaboration « Funding structure

» School mission » School board

» Strong curriculum e Curriculum

» School climate and size * School size

» Parent involvement * Energy spent on combating negative
« High expectations of students by staff public perceptions

Student Survey

Students in grades 4 through 12 from 15 chartevashin the district provided feedback

on their charter school. A total of 1,449 studemse included in the analysis. Table 14

presents the number/percent of respondents by .gfaeesurvey respondents are evenly
distributed across grades with the exception ofiggall and 12.

Table 14. Respondentsby GradelL evel

Grade Number Percent
4 170 13
5 181 12
5/6 6 0.4
174 12
7 220 15
154 11
9 200 14
10 165 11
11 79 5
12 59 4
Missing grade 41 3
Total 1,449 100

Forty-seven percent (or 662) of the student respotsdwere the first-year students in
charter schools. Of these first-year students,e80gnt had previously been enrolled in a
regular public school. Approximately 12 percentar@d to have been home schooled
and 9 percent reported to have attended a privatehial school. When asked how
interested they are in their school work at thetelnachool compared to their previous
schools, 60 percent of the first-year studentsntedahey were becoming more inter-
ested in their school work.
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Reasons for Attending Charter School

First year students were asked to indicate, frdist af reasons, why they decided to
attend the charter school. Students rated the msaswing a 3-point scale, where a

1 = “not important,” 2 = “somewhat important,” aBd- “very important.” Figure 16
presents the average ratings.

Figure 16. Reasons for Attending Charter School
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Most students reported that they attend the chactevol primarily because their parent
thought the school was the best school for therargge rating of 2.5 of 3.0). Approxi-
mately 64 percent of the students also reportedotr@ntal preference was very im-
portant in this decision. However, 57 percent efstudents rated their personal prefer-
ence as being very important in the decision as$ (aeérage rating 2.4.) The other top
choice included the perception that teachers atere the charter school than else-
where (2.5). Most students felt their charter sthaoe a comfortable place (2.4) with
interesting things to do (2.3). Class size (2.2) @re availability of computers (2.0) were
rated as being “somewhat important”; and lowesirfiyi was given to the attendance of
friends (1.7) and location (1.7).

Personal School Experience

All students were asked to rate particular aspafctiseir school experience using a
4-point scale where 1 = “strongly disagree” and“4trongly agree.” Figure 17 below
presents the average ratings. Sixty-five percestuafent respondents rated their overall
charter school experience as being “excellent’gmot.”
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The students gave mixed ratings to their teacidrsy agreed that they are learning
more at charter schools than elsewhere (averaigg ag) and that teachers know who
they are (3.5). There is slightly less agreemegainging the level of academic prepara-
tion and the availability of the teachers for h@perage ratings of 3.3). Students give
moderate ratings to their teachers regarding pmogitkedback on assignments (average
rating 3.1) or welcoming student input (averagengat 2.9). Students wish there were
more choices in classes (3.0), a curriculum iskaeis linked to available resources.

Figure 17. Agreement with Statements about Students  * Experiences
Teachers and staff know me by my name ‘ 3.5
| feel safe at this schoc;l ‘ 3.4
| am learning more here than otherw} e ‘ 3.4
My teacher is available to help r;e ‘ 3.3
This school is doing well preparing mﬁ ‘ 3.3
| have a computer available at sch(;ol ‘ 3.1
| get feedback on most assignmenis: ‘ 3.1
| know the mission of my schom;l ‘ 3.1
| wish there were more choice in classi S ‘ ]3.0
| feel my ideas are listened t 12.9
] 2 3 4

Average responses wher e 1=Strongly disagree and 4=Strongly agree

Approximately 70 percent of the students had atpesoverall perception of the aca-
demic environment in their schools. Students atsevigded feedback on other aspects of
the school using a 4-point scale where 1 = “strpdggagree” and 4 = “strongly agree.”
Figure 19 below presents the average ratings. fuests gave their school high ratings
regarding the overall environment and lower ratiregarding issues involving student
ethics and responsibility.
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Figure 18. Agreement with Statements about the Scho ol

There are rules in school we must follo— 35
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Students take responsibility for their learnifig 3.0
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Students were asked what they liked and dislikedrbst about their school. The fol-
lowing list summarizes the most frequently citesp@nses:

Positive Negative

¢ Challenging curriculum ¢ Lack of electives/ limited choice in classes
* Availability of computers e Lack of extra curricular activities

e Teacher quality, personal interactions  + Too many rules/ unfair rules

¢ Welcoming environment ¢ Bullies/mean students

¢ Small classes * Dress code / uniforms

¢ Friendly students ¢ Stealing

« Safe environment ¢ Too much homework

¢ Too technology focused / not enough art
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Parent Survey

A total of 1,015 charter school parents responddtée survey. Table 15 shows the num-
ber and percent of these respondents by schoolo#tI20 percent of the respondents are
parents with children attending Idaho Virtual Acage

Table 15. Parent Survey: Respondents by School

School Number  Percent
Anser 58 6
Blackfoot 18 2
Coeur d’Alene 144 14
Hidden Springs 102 10
Idaho Leadership Academy 39 4
Idaho Virtual Academy 196 19
Liberty 82 8
Meridian 69 7
Medical 44 4
Moscow 18 2
North Star 75 7
Pocatello 48 5
Renaissance 22 2
Sandpoint 49 5
White Pine 51 5
Total 1,015 100

Sixty-one percent of parents (609) have only onlel @nrolled in charter schools, 27
percent (272) have two children enrolled, and Irtqrg (112) have three or more
children enrolled. Thirty-nine percent of resporgdparents have had their children
enrolled in charter schools for more than two years

Parents were asked how many miles away from theestechool they lived. Excluding
the parents whose children are enrolled at theuslicademy, 10 percent of the fam-
ilies live within one mile of the school and 60 pemt live within five miles. Approxi-
mately 83 percent live within 10 miles of the schoo

When asked what kind(s) of school their childreevjipusly attended before their current
charter school, 67 percent of parents respondeav&dional public school.” Approxi-
mately 17 percent of students had previously addmutivate/parochial school, and 18
percent of respondents had home-schooled theuatrehil

Reasons for Sending Their Children to Charter Schoo Is

Parents were asked to rate the importance of defaetars in their decision to enroll
their children in the charter school. Figure 1@gtrates these responses, with reasons
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ranked in order of importance. The responses aerslas averages, where a response of

1 = “not important,” 2 = “somewhat important,” aBd- “very important.”

Figure 19. Reasons for Sending Child to Charter Sch
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All five reasons that focus on the area of acadsraid curriculum received the highest
average ratings of 2.8. In fact, over 85 percernhefparents considered the three highest-
rated reasons, all of which involved the academmoti$, as being “very important” in
their decision. Lowest rated was the choice ofctierter school as a substitute for a
private school (average rating 1.5); 63 percenhefparents said this reason was “not
important.” Similarly, a relatively high percentagkeparents rated as “not important”
school location (42 percent) and good facilitie3 p2rcent) bringing the averages down

to 1.7 and 2.0 respectively.
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Meeting the Needs of a Special Needs Child

Parents were asked if the school was meeting thésnef their own special needs stu-
dent. About 69 percent of the respondents statgdhis did not apply (i.e., that their

child is not a “special needs student”). Of theep#s who have special needs children, 91
percent agreed that the school was meeting thesradeteir children. Furthermore, for
parents with special needs children, meeting thesels was rated a 2.5 on a 3-point
scale as a major reason for sending their chiltvearter schools. It was rated as being
“very important” by 66 percent of these parents.

Satisfaction with Charter School

Parents were asked to rate their satisfaction vétfous aspects of their charter school
using a 4-point scale, where 1 = “very dissatisfed 4 = “very satisfied.” Figure 20
shows average ratings for each item.

Overall, parents were highly satisfied with théiager schools, rating all but one aspect
of their school a 3.0 or higher. Parents were reassfied with the educational program,
school staff, and school standards (average ratarggng from 3.6 to 3.7). They were
highly satisfied with the potential for parentayaivement (average rating 3.6). (Most
parents are volunteers—69 percent—and only 3 peveere not involved in any role.)
Parents were least satisfied with items that dede@ to the level of resources (3.2),
specifically the physical facilities (3.0) and edurricular activities (2.9). However,
parents were happy with the availability of compsiie charter schools (with an average
rating of 3.4).
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Figure 20. Satisfaction with Aspects of the Charter School
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Parents were presented with a number of staterabotg their charter school, many of

which focused on the school’s performance in medtieir children’s needs. Parents

were asked to rate their agreement using a 4-goale, where 1 = “strongly disagree”

and 4 = “strongly agree”.

As Figure 21 illustrates, the responses are vesitige, with average ratings ranging 3.4

and above for 7 of the 9 aspects. Parents strdaljlghat the school is meeting their

child’s needs (average rating 3.5). Parents bdli¢hat the quality of instruction is high

(average rating 3.6) and that their child is mdgedsto learn (average rating 3.5). The

lowest rating was given to the school’s abilityptovide support services (2.9). (These

findings are consistent with the parents concezganding school resources).
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Figure 21. Rating the Performance of the Charter Sc  hool
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Finally, parents were asked to describe the grestengths and weaknesses of the
charter school. The following list summarizes (mparticular order) the most frequently
cited responses:

Greatest Strengths Greatest Weaknesses

» Educational program » Facility

* Staff » Lowering expectations

* Small size » Leadership/Administration

» Relationship with parents » Teacher turnover

* Families » Focus on test scores

» Dress code » Lack of extracurricular activities
» Fewer social problems  Insufficient funding

 Student accountability e Communication with parents

« Flexibility (in virtual schools) « Distance from home to school

« Ability for students to work at * Sponsoring district
own pace
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SITE VISIT

NWREL evaluators visited each of the new charteoets founded in each year over the
past five years. In May 2004, one NWREL staff membsited the three new charter
schools: Meridian Medical Arts Charter School, NdBtar Public Charter School, and
White Pine Charter School.

The purpose of these visits was to draw a pictlivehat makes these schools unique. It
was also an opportunity for these new schools &oesstories of their achievements as
well as their challenges in running a charter sthbee site visits generally consisted of
classroom observations; focus groups with paréeéshers, and students; and a meeting
with school administrators and the school board bess The following is a summary of
the three school site visits conducted in May 2004.

Meridian Medical Arts Charter High School

Meridian Medical Arts Charter High School (MMACHG)one of three charter schools
in the Meridian Joint School District, which covéieridian, Eagle, and part of Boise.
Student enroliment in the district has grown 4@pet over the past 10 years and the
district now has student enrollment of 26,420. MMA®is located next to another
charter school focused on technology. These twa@hschools are housed separately in
two similar new buildings owned by the district. M\@HS was built in 2003 with about
22,000 square feet and provides the food servicM&idian Charter High School stu-
dents. The district purchased the land for thesldibhgs about 10 years ago in anticipa-
tion of student population growth and future chastehools. The construction of Merid-
ian Medical Arts building was funded by Meridianh®ol District and some grant fund-
ing provided by the J. A. and Kathryn Albertson Rdation. The building has a market
value of $2.4 million.

Both charter high schools in the district can bgcdbed as “district-initiated schools”
with involvement of parents and other community rbers to write charters for schools
of choice with an innovative curriculum focus. Whee charter school law was passed
in 1998, the district surveyed parents and communémbers as to what curriculum
focus should be offered as part of the charter@clamd the responses clearly pointed to
technology and health-related careers. The formgerintendent, Bob Haley, was
instrumental in gathering information from the coomity for these two charter schools.

The principal is a former science teacher, schoohselor, and served as an assistant
principal for 16 years. He strongly believes tharter schools offer great options for
students and parents to focus on career educ&iorently working with him in the
school are eight classroom teachers, three stafflraes, one custodian, one secretary
and one school counselor. In 2003-04, 135 studé@t&yr grade 10 and 75 for grade 9,
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were enrolled in the school. Eight students werendividual educational plans for
special education. About 70 percent of the studemtslled in the school are female.
About 74 students were on the waiting list whendtigool opened.

Students who reside in the school district haw firiority of enrollment. Other than
that, no preference or priority enrollment is giteranyone. The school uses a lottery
system that is administered by the school distNeimes of the candidates are drawn at
the Meridian School District office, and the schodbrms the district when the slots
become available. Because of the open enrolimirdests in the school are diverse in
academic performance and ethnicity. Quite a fewesits in the school are children of
newly arrived immigrants from other countries.

Even though the school enjoys a lot of autonomyiaddpendence, a positive
relationship exists between the charter schoolthedveridian School District. The
school district leases the new school buildingh®dharter school. Two members of the
Meridian School District Board of Trustees servelom Charter Board of Directors and
report the status of the charter school to the df@ni School District. The Meridian
School District provides transportation for all diea school students. Students at the
charter school can participate in various athlatid extracurricular activities through
their home schools. Because two charter schoolsexteto each other, they share a
lunch program at MMACHS. Some students from thénetogy charter school are
doing their internship at the medical arts chastdrool by providing technical support for
computers. Principals of both charter schools apboging more opportunities for
collaboration and have agreed to a chemistry @aB8VACHS for Meridian Charter
students.

The school provides a curriculum aligned with Idatendards, while also providing
unique opportunities for students to pursue jobisski high school. There are four
health career pathways: direct patient care, amgitare, rehabilitation, and emergency
care. In addition to regular classroom teachermsesmedical professionals are invited to
teach in the classroom. Students will have the dppiy to explore careers, job shadow
professionals, and participate in internships.

Interview with Teachers

The NWREL evaluator talked with a number of teastdriring the site visit. One social
study teacher shared his first year experiencelbsns:

| am a new teacher, and | view this charter sctamoln opportunity for me.
In large schools, new teachers like me get kickedrad a lot and easily get
buried. Here | am able to do my own things andearimovative in doing
cutting-edge things. It is pretty easy to talk wather fellow teachers to team
up for curriculum integration. | am constantly inrdact with the curriculum
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coordinator in the district. Our school is an edtioaal lab, where we teach
and learn at the same time.

Teachers interviewed feel that students in thistehachool are not that different from
those in other schools in the district. Howeveardshts here have higher expectations
and a clear sense of the community and the ideuititlye school. One teacher stated:

Our district has a vision for this school. It is tgus to realize the vision of
the school by developing a complete curriculuntiierschool. There are tons
of work for us to do. | hope our school will beladprint for success.

The NWREL evaluator interviewed three other teaglerring their lunch breaks. All are
former teachers within the Meridian School Distrione is a certified nurse and worked
at St. Alphonsus Medical Center; one teacher was\ied in the design of the school.
Two of them will lose their tenure if they do neturn to a school in the Meridian School
District next year. At the time of the interviewgth indicated that they would not return,
and they were very confident that this school waudceed given its close ties to the
district and what it can offer to students.

What we are trying to do here in this charter sdhedo teach our students
academic basics plus a focus on a health-relatd.fit is a great place to
try our new ideas. We are separate but connectéldetechool district.

Another teacher summed up her first-year experience

The first year experience for me in this chartdrau is pretty positive, and
the principal lets us make a lot decisions on ounoWe have done many
cross-curriculum projects, and we have a big vaicthe school. Most
parents wanted their kids to be in the school. diseiplinary problems are
minimal. This is a place where you want to end yteaching career with
great satisfaction.

Those teachers also admitted that the charter shan option for students and teachers
who have certain interests. It is not for everydDiearter schools are limited in many
areas compared with large schools.

Interview with Students (Four Students)

To get a sense of students’ views of the new s¢hioeINWREL evaluator interviewed
four students. All were sophomores interestednmedical career. However, not all of
them want to be doctors.

Students were positive about the new environmerat adl of them enjoyed the small
learning community of the school. They reported thachers gave them a lot of
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individual attention and were much more friendlymared to those in large schools they
came from. Regarding the first experience, oneestustated:

We feel we are all the same here for the similappses with some common
interest. We are passionate about what we are dioagrg. We have a career
and technology class where we get our career indbion. | found great
relevance in our learning here. For example, in &nglish class we read
books related to medicine, and we did the sameg tonbiology. However, |
miss having lunch with our sports teammates arat aflchoices available in
larger schools.

Once a month, students “dress up for success,’hathiey feel is a great experience for
them. These students are proud that other studetite district view their school as a
“smart school,” better equipped with wireless Intgrconnections. The school has many
laptops for students to use at the school. Becddugssechool does not have a physical
library, the Internet access is considered veryoirtgmt for research.

Currently, the school curriculum offers career gxhnology, economics, English,
foreign language, government, health occupatioaltih@nd wellness, history, math,
science, psychology, strategic study skills, areksh.

Interview with the School Counselor

The counselor had served as a counselor for maarg yefore he joined this school. He
stated that the reason he came to the school wbhkdfbelieves in the school’s
philosophy of bringing relevance to student leagrimthe school. In his words, “It is a
school where all kids concentrate in one areayvantielp them tie everything together.”

Because of the small size of the school, he féelsltis role goes beyond that of a coun-
selor, that he is more of an assistant principalidtesponsible for registration and
spends a significant amount of his time trackirggabademic performance of each
student and identifying those with certain issti#sthen communicates these issues to
their respective teachers. Like counselors in oskhbools, he deals with such student
concerns as insecurity, family issues, abuse, ammhsHowever, a school counselor is
usually responsible for about 500 students, and hesponsible for less than half that
number. He commented:

Meridian is a most innovative school district. Gaohool is a good example.
Here | have time and energy to pay close attertbamy students and provide
needed help. Initially, | thought this school woaldy attract the brightest
students in our school district, but later | fouowlr lottery system of enroll-
ment has brought a variety of students coming tosohool. We have a lot of
doers who will fulfill their dream here.
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North Star Public Charter School

Clearly posted at the entrance of North Star PuBhiarter School is the school mission:
“Developing Virtuous Citizen Leaders”

North Star Public Charter School was approved byidin Joint School District in

April 2002, and began operation in September 2668pming the third charter school in
the district. North Star is housed in a new butinth about 14,400 square feet. A
group of parents, several of whom have expertiseahestate, put together a financial
plan and obtained financing through a local bamkte construction of the school. The
contractor—and parent of one of the students—gasigraficant discount of the con-
struction fee as his contribution to the schooln€lruction was completed in about three
months with the help of many volunteering parektsst of the students come from
Treasure Valley. In 2003-04, 263 K-8 students vezm®lled with 13 teachers (32 staff
members in total).

Currently the school does not provide transpontetow students but provides a carpool
list for parents who wish to participate. After eoh students gather in front of the
school where the school principal calls individstaldents when their ride arrives. She
knows the names of almost all the students, anedoas hug her and say good-bye as
they walk by.

The principal, who got her master’s degree in etiocdrom the University of Idaho,
was previously a secondary school administrataghtimusic in kindergarten through
12th grade, and has taught reading, speech, andrites at the high-school level.
Before coming to North Star, she served as diraaftacademics for Idaho Virtual
Academy. When asked what motivated her to comeotthNStar, she responded:

It is exciting to be in on the start up of a schaampletely new with a group
of brand new staff members and brand new famidshave chosen the
Harbor Method as our model because the managent@ntip“tried and
true”, and the curriculum is data driven, rigorousnd aligned from
kindergarten through 8th grade.

She made a point of putting “public” in the nameénef school. She told the NWREL
evaluator that it is important for the communitykttow a charter school is still a public
school.
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Curriculum

North Star Charter School is fashioned after Lp€harter School, the original Harbor
School and model. The Harbor School method is cedten founder Becky Stallcop’s
belief that:

When students are given a learning environment liththreat to their
personal safety and self esteem and highly chalgnagcademic content, the
inevitable outcome is accelerated learning.

The name Harbor School Method comes from total citmemt to make schools a “safe
harbor” for the children.

In alignment with Idaho state standards, the NB8tHr offers:

L anguage arts using the Spalding Method for teaching phonicslsm, reading,
and writing; the Six Traits method for writing; atite Shurley Method for
grammar.

Science with emphasis on hands-on experimentation and ifumeit knowledge of
scientific methods.

Mathematics as a tool for reasoning and problem solving in gopseful way
(Saxon Math is used for homework).

Music training, including basic keyboarding skills for kindergarthrough
grade 3, choir, string instruments, and after-sthagsic activities.

Social studies emphasizing the understanding and applicatioh@khowledge,
concepts, principles, and themes embedded in dable social studies: history,
geography, political science, and economics.

Technology to support a child’s natural way of learning thgbundividual and
group discovery and seeking solutions to realdiallenges.

Spanish and Physical Education as a part of the week for each child (at this time
P.E. is offered on the playground or in the classroThere is no gym yet in the
school).

A variety of tests required by the State are usdtie school to assess progress and to
identify areas in need of improvement. These testade the Idaho Reading Indicator

(IRI) for kindergarten through 3rd grade, the Id&tandards Achievement Test (ISAT)
for grades 2 through 8, the Direct Mathematics Assent (DMA) for 4th, 6th, and 8th

grades, and the Direct Writing Assessment (DWA)5ibr graders.
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The school now has a curriculum that is well atdted and aligned from K to 8.
Teachers meet Friday afternoons for collaboratibilerstudents are released to go home
at noon. To make up for the time used for this psep each school day at North Star is
15 minutes longer than the regular schedule.

Interview with Parents

The NWREL evaluator interviewed three parents, @hdf them were involved in
founding this charter school. When asked why atehachool is needed here, one parent
responded:

In the city of Star, we don’t have many choicefoasvhat kind of schools we
want to send our kids to. Our regular schools hageome increasingly
crowded. This was when the idea of a neighborhcbdd started to brew.
The charter school is a great opportunity we alihted to jump on.

Through word of mouth, the concept of the chartbios! was echoed by many parents
who have school-age children. The support by paranthe school is enormous, and
Hidden Spring Charter School, a charter schodh@Boise school district provides a
concrete model for parents to understand what dgertechool looks like.

In discussing the benefits of attending the Noittr,S$arents listed the following:

Size of the school. The school is relatively small, and parents waatgthool to
remain small even though 550 students are on titengdist®. Because of the small
size, parents feel individualized instruction isgiole.

Discipline. To provide a safe environment for student learisngart of the mission
of the school. Therefore, student discipline iy enforced in the school, which
includes dress code, attendance, and acceptalgledge. Weekly newsletters are
sent to parents to keep them posted on what igygwinin the school.

Ownership. Because many parents were involved in foundingtheol, they have
a strong sense of ownership. In 2003-04 about a4llies volunteered in the
school, and each day 30 to 40 parents were doingugavolunteer work in the
school. The school was able to raise from paresy@0® within two weeks for part
of the school construction.

Curriculum. Parents feel that curriculum in the school is ceinta and relevant. It
is more of an open-ended curriculum that has rammstiidents to take challenges.

® There is a ranking of priority in student enrolmel. children of founding parents, 2. studentiwi
siblings in the school, 3. students from Meridiat&ol District, and 4. students from other places.
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Interview with Gale Pooley

Gale Pooley is the chairman of the school boardNfath Star. He is considered by many
parents as the founder of the school. He had betrumental in putting together the
petition for the charter school and the financilahgfor building the new school. He got
his Ph.D. in economics from the University of Idaval taught at Albertson College. He
is currently a commercial real-estate appraiser.

Using economic terms, he felt equity, ownershigl ameturn for parents are essential
factors for the success of the school. He toldNWREL evaluator that “With this
school, parents have a lot of say in school detssiand parents contribute to the school
in different forms and add value to the school.eH&e bring ideas to school and get it
implemented right away.”

He cited that student achievement in North St@0ipercent higher than the Idaho state
average, while the costs of running the schook@rpercent lower than the state average.
He strongly believes that North Star is a good exarof how to set up a charter school
with a strong culture, a firm financial plan, a doworking relationship with the author-
izing school district, and high standards for stidechievement.

He also stated that North Star is not for evergeii. He feels it is only good for
students who choose to attend and parents who eloasake the commitment to the
school.

He also recognizes that setting up a school anchtipg a school could require different
skills. He is pretty open-minded towards how tatamsparents’ enthusiasm and models
of successful schools in the long run.

Interview with Students and Teachers

The NWREL evaluator interviewed five students, ¢ho€ whom have siblings in the
school. They all enjoy the personal attention trezgive from their teachers and that
class participation is encouraged in every clagssrabevery level. They appreciate
learning math all year round instead of sectiorségtion. They stated that there are many
rules in the school. Dress code is one of them.Wds&ed what they want to change in
the school in the near future, they said allowimgn to wear jeans and to participate in
after-school sports.

All three teachers interviewed reported that sofr&walents previously had issues at
regular schools and a good portion of their stuglesed to be home schooled. They all
agreed it is important for their school to remadmmected with the school district.
Instead of taking resources from the district, thelyeve that they are carrying the
“burden” of the school district to meet the neefithose students. They are fully aware
they are not offering everything that a large stlvoald offer.
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White Pine Charter School

It is fair to say that the beginning of White Pidkarter School was rather bumpy. The
application for the new charter school was denigde by the sponsoring Bonneville
School District before getting approval in July 208.ccording to Anita, one of the
school board members, the main reason for the defnilaeir application was the busing
of students. The relationship between the spong@chool district and White Pine is
still young and developing. The school district vaffered a position on the governing
board but declined because of “conflicts of inteféBhe school district is described by
charter board members as generally supportive \ebked, but tends to limit its
involvement.

Anita, a professional CPA, was instrumental inipgttogether the application, although
she considers herself an “editor and publisheartnts’ ideas. She serves as treasurer
of the charter board and her husband, Dan, istihe of the board. Anita volunteers a
significant amount of time managing the schoobsfices and business. Dan and Anita
have one child who attended a charter school béfheye moved to Idaho Falls in 1999.
At that time there were no charter schools in Idalts, and their ideas of forming a new
charter school were soon shared and supported hy otaer parents in the area.

With a special land-use permit, White Pine Cha8gnool is currently located in a
residential area. White Pine Charter School culydeases temporary buildings placed at
this site. The new school is planned to be buithatcurrent school site. In 2003-04, the
school enrolled a total of 195 students in kinddegathrough 6th grade. Initial enroll-
ment was completed through a lottery held in ApAi03. Advertisement for enroliment
was in English and Spanish through multiple mediases. Upon completion of the
lottery, according to the charter, preference weasrgfirst to students from the sponsor-
ing school district. Parents are responsible fedent transportation. The neighboring Tie
Breaker Elementary provides lunch for students bité/Pine and also provides services
to special education students on contractual basis.

Dr. Jewel Hoopes served as the school principa008-04. She was approached by the
charter board in the summer of 2003 for the adriratisr position. She was a former
school principal and assistant superintendent aéted for the Idaho State Department
of Education. In March, the charter board membeashed a decision not to offer her a
contract in the coming year for apparent incongcedretween school board expectations
of her and what she would like to do in the sch8olme parents interviewed during the
site visit expressed mixed feelings regarding easion without knowing details of the
school operation, but they were trusting board mambo make this decision for the
benefit of the school.

The principal’s position was advertised throughdrstrict web site. Peggy Sharp was
selected in June to head the school in the conuhgad year. Peggy was a teacher/princi-

47



pal at Osgood Elementary School in Idaho Fallsrigis#91. She taught 2nd and 6th
grades for 17 years and was principal for theftast years. She has a master’s degree in
instruction and curriculum and holds an administeaéndorsement from Idaho State
University. She has been in education for 26 ydaren though she is still new to White
Pine, she has been amazed at the commitment akdetboe of the parents involved in
this school.

Curriculum

The curriculum framework at White Pine Charter Sithe largely modeled after
Colorado-based Parker Core Knowledge Charter Sciunalse curriculum is based on
the Core Knowledge Series of books edited by EHiBsh, Jr. At White Pine, the skills
and content of Core Knowledge (what K-8 studene&rte know) were reported to
provide approximately 50 percent of the total skilhd content taught at White Pine.
Many of these skills are integrated into the speciirriculum materials such as Open
Court Reading K-3, novel-based reading 4-6, Everydathematics K-6, and Shurley
Grammar 1-6.

Due to the limits of the school budget, two paremisinteered their time to teach music
using a curriculum selected by a professor fronsB@&@tate University.

Interviews with Parents

The NWREL evaluator interviewed four parents ofdtan in the school. All of them
appreciated the choice that the charter schoobfiased them. One parent told the
evaluator that her son has anxiety problems imgelachool, and the school counselor
recommended a private school they could not affesdhe charter school became a great
alternative. The parent has another son who isal¥dhite Pine attending kindergarten
from 8:15 a.m. to 3:15 p.m. This extended periotiroé at kindergarten means a great
deal to her family.

Another parent, with four children in the schoaljoyed what the school could offer at
this time. However, she felt that there is a latklear policies regarding the evaluation
of teachers and the school principal. She alsa fibbelre should be a fine line between
parental involvement and interfering with classra@aching. She feels parents and
board members need to respect the professionafigine eeachers hired in this school.
She cited incidents of one school board memberggoito the classrooms without per-
mission of teachers.

Interview with Teachers

The first years in this new charter school wereliose teachers interviewed, a mixed
experience. On one hand, they enjoyed the chalehgtarting a new school and the
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flexibility in teaching. Because of the small siteg teachers found they had more time
to give students individual attention and to cadledtte with other teachers in the school.
Because of active parent involvement in the schalbthree reported they had much
better communication with parents. Parents areaggdo volunteer 20 hours each
school year. On the other hand, they believe tGaré Knowledge” and “ldaho
Standards” are just a curriculum framework and they need to develop a specific cur-
riculum to meet students’ needs. They felt there lsck of leadership in facilitating the
process and that communication between teacheradanahistration is inadequate.
Some teachers reported they were left out of tinenconication loop on such highly
relevant issues as school days and their salaries.

Currently, because of the space limitations, ti®gks 12 computers are located in a
single room, which is also where the principal'icle is located. There are no compu-
ters available for teachers to use in their class This negatively affects many things
that teachers could do with their students in thestoom. However, all teachers have
access to Internet.
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CONCLUSIONS

Over the past five years, Northwest Regional Edarat Laboratory evaluators have
collected a significant amount of data from Idaharter schools through self-reported
school profiles, stakeholder surveys, and sitds/ess part of a contract with Idaho
Department of Education. Although most of the datidected are self-reported and
descriptive in nature, analysis of the data pravidelear picture of the current status of
Idaho charter schools and their successes ancnobas.

The conclusions of this report are based on the claltected over the past five years and
organized around three guiding questions for ttudys

1. Did the charter schools accomplish what theppsed, based on their mission
and goals? (Accountability)

2. Did their students meet the achievement lewalpgsed in their charter school
applications? (Student Performance)

3. What makes a charter school in Idaho uniquefg(iémess)

Accountability

The number of charters approved in Idaho incre&sed eight in 1999-2000 to 19 in
2003-04, and, during this same period of time nimaber of students enrolled increased
from 935 to 4,796. Out of 19 approved charter sthame never opened and two had
their charters revoked. The data in 2003-04 ferrdmaining charter schools show that
89 percent of organizational goals establishetiénpetitions approved by the sponsoring
districts were met (50 percent) or exceeded (36gme); 9 percent of these goals were
partially met; and only 2 percent of these goalsewmt yet addressed.

Student Performance

The 2003-04 data (self-reported ) show that 83egudrof student performance goals were
met (68 percent) or exceeded (15 percent), ancelcept of the goals were partially met.
All charter schools used multiple tools to asskes student academic performances in
compliance with statewide assessment requirements.

Uniqueness

Idaho is one of few states that have amended ¢haiter school laws to include virtual
learning as an option for delivery of instructidm2003-04, approximately 43 percent of
4,796 Idaho charter school students were serveaidyirtual schools (Idaho Virtual
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Academy and Idaho Virtual High School) online. Gitder education and hands-on
experiences are part of the curriculum for mosttenachools in this study.

As a school option, charter schools in Idaho haygpert from the communities they
directly serve. Parental involvement is commonharter schools and, in fact, is
expected by these charter schools as part ofdpeiration to the extent the parents were
actually doing the voluntary teaching. Teachersharter schools have a high level of
commitment, and they frequently mention joiningrtdiaschool faculties to have a
choice to explore new educational ideas. Studemteged were positive about their
experience in charter schools for the individutdration they could get from their
teachers and for timely feedback for their acadgraitormance.

As Idaho charter schools are on their way to migtuihiey face a series of challenges:

Facility

About 50 percent of charter schools in Idaho arajng in temporary facilities. It is
still an uphill struggle for these schools to ftheémselves eventually in permanent
facilities. Some temporary facilities are crowded &imiting to student learning
activities.

Public Image

Some charter schools still have difficulty definivgo they are and how they are differ-
ent from their district schools. There is stillkaaf understanding in the community that
charter schools are public schools.

Relationship with Sponsoring School District

Even though charter schools were designed to lmmantous in many respects, the
relationship with or the support they could getirtheir sponsoring school districts
could be crucial on a number of fronts, such asitigdunch program, transportation,
and purchasing. More discussions are needed ateiiff levels regarding district roles in
supporting charter schools and the ways in whi@rteln schools could involve their
district effectively in operating their schools.

School Leadership and Governance

There is a strong need for technical assistancthése charter schools in their leadership
and governance in handling such issues as budgegngpnnel policies, and community
relationships.
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Sustaining Parental Involvement

For most charter schools in Idaho, founding paresti® instrumental in setting up their
charter schools. These schools have thrived on énéiusiasm and dedication. As
children of these founding parents leave charteoals, it will be a challenge to sustain
that level of enthusiasm and dedication, partidylahen the success of the school is
dependent upon them. Some schools may also shiftfttus over time as ideas and
needs change within communities.
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